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For some time researchers have examined those persons in the
news process who exert influence and control over the media products
théthﬁe receive--namely the gatekeeper. Researchers have found, as
Leo Bogart explains, “edito;s are uﬁdoubted]y far betterlgble than

~the average persdn to visualize the backaround and embellishment of
’f the full storigs as they might appear‘in print,” while still admitting
that newsmen are "sensitivé to the special concerns,"1 and influenced
by factors which may or may not be known to: them.

Most gatekeep1ng stud1es have found that the gatekeeper is a
product of their environment functioning through past experiences and
influenced by a multitude of factors. Often news decisions seem to be
a product of their background and the perspective it give them on life.
In fact, Johnstong, Slawski, and Bowman héVe deve]oped/a tentative
mode]l of the social factors influencing the newsman'svva1ues and out-
1gok ¢n life. Some of the resultant factors are education, age,
o#gani;ationa] positidh, relations with colleaques, participant values,
and co%munity integration.z‘

f Gatekeeping studies have, to date, been aimed primarily at
those;operating either in the print (namely newspapers) or electronic
\(radi? and television) media.AJOnly recently have attentions focused
on tée media gatekeeper in the magazine industry and the factors which
seemfto influence their editorial decisions.

: Magazine editors were selected for this study as they are
assumed to exert, much as do newspaper editors, the greatest power in

|
the magazine operation.

o
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If editors in the magazine industry operate 1ike those in other media
and as Breed established in 1955,3 the magazine publisher has the
final say on item utilization and can affect item selection directly
through established policy and guidelines or indirectly through the
socia]iiation of newsmer in the news system. Donohew and others have
found "publisher attitude" to be a "significant force in the news channel.
But the‘magazine industry is different from other print media.
Like the newspaper editor, the magazine editor's job is to decide what
kinds of materials they want to publish, make arrangements to obtain
such material:, and present them ina manner pleasing to the eye. But
the magazine industry frequently works with formula; that is, each .
issue contains materials in specified amounts calculated to éppea] to
a specialized audience. They‘do not contain generalized materiais for
large heterogeneous groups; ingtead they tend to be manﬁeted toward

the smaller, more specialized audiences.

In fact, magazine edjtors may generally be expected to exert
mere inf]yence and direct control over their operations as staffs are
smaller, conceivably forcing the editor to share in work tasks and
secondly, because magazines operate by formulas and seek to heet
specialized audience needs, one could presuppose that the magazine

i gditdiﬂiéxmore cqnscjous of specifica]]y what he wants his audiehce to
fééeive. -
‘ ‘The indusitry emphasis is on the special interest, target audience
publication:
Today, advertisers who want a mass, 'shotgun'
audience turn to television. Those who want a far
more selective 'rifle-shot' audience -- prospects

of known background, interests5 and income -- turn
to special-audience magazines.
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It is even suggested that specialization has affcrded the magazine
editor the opportunity to exert strong influence on every aspec* *° ﬁhe.
contents of the;pubT?Eation. Clay Felker argues that magazin.. = .
"pecu]iarly and stubbornly personal prbducts,"6 ‘and Sandman. -
and Sachsman write, "It is hard to think of a succéssfu] magazin. -
is not the reflection of one person."7

Felker goes on to identify several elements that may explain the
gatekeeping decisions by magazine editors--emotions, education, journalisti
skills, and psychological traits already in p]ace.8 She also sugge:.:v
that socialization as explained by Breedg. and reinforced by Donohew10
and Kerrick11 are equally applicable to mabazines.

By viewing the workings of magazine gatekeepers and the influences
operating upoh them, one has a means of understanding the operations of
the magazine med;ium. e

This research effort seeks to determine whéther editgrial involve-
ment of magazine editors can be predicted by various versonal/professional
characteristics.

In essence the research qqestion is: Can editor attribﬁtes predict

involvement in editorial oberations.
METHODOLOGY

To answer the research quéstion, a three-page forced choice and
fill-in-the-blank questionnaire was devised. The sample was systematically

drawn from consumer magazines listed in the 1978 Writer's Market. Of the

500 questionnaires mailed, 170 (34%) useable returns vere received.
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To determine editorial involvement, editors were asked to respond
to the question, "As a-matter of routine, with what frequency, before
publication, are you personaily invo]yed in the following editorial
operations?"....reviewing all stories, accept/reject story decisions,
editing stories; writing editorials, determining story placement in
magazines, writing headlines for stories, photo acceptance/rejection,
magazine layout/design, and cover selection/design. Respondents were
given the following response options: always, usually, sometimes, seldom,
and.never. |

Professional/personal characteristics obtained inciuded age, sex,
education, uegree field, job enjoyment, years editorial experience,
personal aggressiveness, difficulty of work, comparative competence with
staff, personal standards, adﬁerence to editorial formulas, and whether

the e$ﬁtor is seeking promotion or economic advancement.

SAMPLé T

S

As shown by the following map all nine U.S. Census Divisions are

“represented in the sample. The highest regiqna] concentration was the

Middle Atlantic region which included New York. Second was thedéést,
North Central region which ihc]udedlghiCagb, and tied for third was the
Pacific. region (San Francisco) and th§ South Atlantic division (Atlanta -
and Washington, D.C.). The regional breakdown does not differ signi-
ficantly from the universe from whiﬁh the sample was drawn.

The 170 respondents gdit 211 magazines wfth a total circulation of

40,115,001. Mean circulation was 235,970.59 with a median circulation

of 65,000. The mode was 50,000 (five respondents) with circulations

ranging from 250 to 8,000,000.
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A breakdown of the distribetion of magazfne circulations
rep?esented within the sample revealed that 42 (24.7%) had circulations
ranging from 250-10,000; 62 (36ﬂ5%) had circulations renging from
10, 001 to 100,000; . 37 (21 8%) had c1rcu1at1ons ranging from 100,001 to
250, 000 and 29 (17%) had circulations between 250 001 and 8,000, 000

Eighty magazines (47.1%) were issued month]y, while 30 each
(17.6%) were issued on a bi-monthly or quarteriy basis. Ten were weekly

publications with the remaining falling on various other schedules.
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The sample included 130 {76.5%) editors who edit only one magazine

while 40 edit from one (23 or 57.5%) to six (2 or 5.5%) additional ones.
| Editors ranged in age from 21 to 72 with a mean of 39.6 years
oid. The médian was 39 and the mo&el38 (9 respondents) years.
| There were i22 male (71.8%) and 48 (28.2%) female editors.
- | Educational attainment rankings‘showed that 86 (50.6%) held
| bachelor's degrees, 45 (26.2%) master's degrees, 17 (10%) Ph.D. degrees,
and‘one‘had é']aw degreé. Twenty (11.8%) had some college tfaining
but had not receivéd a’degree and one had completed high school only.

Forty-six (27.1%) had degrees in journa]i;mland an equal number

(46) had degrees in English. The remaining 78 had degrees in other -
: f1e1ds or did not ho]d a degree.

In terms of media experience, the mean was 12.85 yeaks. The range
was from one to 40 yearé withlthe median at lé yearsiand the mode at
10 years (18 respohdents).

Editors also responded on scales of very aggress1ve to very un-
agdress1ve in terms of personal assertiveness on the job. Ninety-saven
(57.1%) suggested they were somewhat to very aggressive. TWenty—four
{14.1%) reported they werg not aggressive or very unagg}essive in the
work contextrﬂ_Forty nine (28.8%) listed so-so .as their response. . |

In terms of work difficulty, 157 (92.4%) listed their work-asv

¢ demandihg to very demandfng, 12 (7.1%) résponded so-so, and one responded. ._.
work was.not very demanding. No respondent repofted their work was far
too easy. | _
_ A related question exaﬁined enjoyment dérived from their jobs.
Only 3 editors (1.8%) listed their jobs as not enjoyable or very unenjoy-
able, 8 (4.7%) listed them as so-so, and 159 (93.5%) said their jobs were

enjoyable or very enjoyable.
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Correspondingly, 70 (42.4%) said they were actively seeking promotion
or advancement within or outside their organizations. while 41 (24.9%)
were not or not actively seeking advancement..

Edifdrsva1so responded to a question as to their perceptions of |

their job competence compared with members of their staffs. One hundred

twenty-five (76.7% of Fhose responding) reported they were moré comnetent
or much more competent tEan_their peers.} Only 38 (23.3%) said they were
about equal in competence with_hembers of thgir staffs.

| When asked if editorial content must meet their personal standards,
156 (93.4%) said that.éontent usually or always met their requirements.
Only 2 (1.2% of those responding) responded never.

Magazines responding wére almost evenly split as to the existence -
of an editorial policy. Among the respondents, 80 (45.8%) had written
édftoria] formulas. Among those ﬁagazines with pclicies, 39 (48.8%)
were characterized as being comprehensivgvor very comprehensive, 27
(33.8%) were somewhat comprehensive, and 14 (17.5%) were not comprehensive.

Concerning the 9 questions designed to determine editor involve-
ment (see Table 1), maga “ne editors were found to be quite invo]?ed in
all activities: éy order of "aiwéys" responses, 81.7% (139 of 170)
reporced thgy always review stories, 71.2% (121) a]w;ys make deciQions
concerning the acceptance or rejection of stories, 61‘2%.(104) always

select the cover design, 59.4% (101) make story placement decisions,

~ and 5Z.3% (89)‘a1ways edit stories. Other categories fof the always

response option contain less than a 50 percent response ratio.

These nine variables cumulatively describe the extent to which
editors -are involved in routine editorial functions. With 1,153 of
1,530 (74,17%) responses appearihg in the always or usually cafegories,

o
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— )
Ny ~ Table 1
Editor Involvement Across 9 Activities
hawl
? T = s £ 5 =
[72] | 7] o] or— [72] o ~ (@] [+}}
z. o D2 4 5 <2 = a2 =I5 6
Ve s VL Ve VT O U merm Lo Total
. — Q O + L QO  +am 0 3] (]
~Response g% 9% T 0 E® =% L2 22 2L 32 Responses Row %
o < w = o = o =, . (] : .
Always 139 121 89 66 161 77 71 75 104 843  55.09%
Usually 17 30 35 22 38 32. 40 41 37 292 19.08% .
Sometimes = 8 14 30 35 22 33 34 23 16 215 14.05%
Seldom 3 2 11 19 2. 16 8- -16 .4 81 5.29%
Never - - 2 14.r3 6 11 |l2. 6 54  3.53%
Missing 3 .3 3 18 -4 6 6 33 a5 2968
170 170 170" 170 170 170 . 170 170 170 _
. 1,530 100%

one may assume that éditors are.heaviiy involved in the functions per-

formed in their editorial operations--namely ga'ekeeping.

DATA ANALYSIS

L : . N

In analyzing the dat;, the(aforementioned h}edictor variables (age,
~sex, education, educatidn, degree field, job enjoymént, years experience,
personal aggressiveness, work difficulty, comparative competence, personal
stdnaards, advancement. seeking, and formula adﬁerance) wefe entered into
the regression in Stepwige_ordér since there was no a priori eyidepce 
a§ to the amouht of variance each of ¢ie Qariabies would acCount for.
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The scores for each of the nine editor involvement céfegories
were added to form an "overall editor involvement" score.and regressions
were run on it'as.well as each of the nine editor .involvement activities
used as criterion variables.

F-tests were«used’fa/kesf the restricted vs. full models as
variables were entered into the equation and the P ¢.05 alpha level was

required for statistical significance.

STUDY FINDINGS

When the variébles were entered into the regression equation, the
11 predictor variables accounted for 1@.07 percent (F = 2.64, df 11,132)
of the variance in overall editor invo]&ement. As expected by the high
correlation between editorial involvement and whether editorial content
must meet the editor's personal standards (see Table 2), the most signi-
ffcant predictor by far was. personal standards whigh accounted for more
than 10 percent (see Tab]e 3) of the variance. )

The F value of the overall equatiqn as predictors were added was
significant at all levels except for the variable "difficulty of Qork"
but only "meets ﬁersona] standafds" and the editor's "comparative compe-

tence" with others on their staff added a significant proportion of

predictability to the equation individually. The added contribution of

other variables (or the F test for R2 chénqe) was not significant.

For the other nine criterion variables a variety of factors
added individual significance to the predicted variance. Whether the
editorial content met the editor's‘personal standardé was found to
add a significant proportion of predictability individually in éight
of the nine editorial activities. Only for editor involvement in the

cover selection and design, were no significant predictor variables
. . A :

~ found. - ’ 11 ‘\



Table 2

Correlation Matrix for Overall Editor Involvement Predictor

Variabie and Twelve Criterion Vafiab]es,

Y )‘1 X2 X3 )(‘4 X5 X6 X7 X8 X9 X.10 Xll X1‘2
Y - Overall
Editor 1.00 -.05 -.01 .14 .08 .03 -.06 .01 .02 .10 .15 .32 .13
Involvement : o o _
X; Age 1.00 -.09 .11 -.19 .02 .51 .14 .19 .07 -.03 -.03 -.05
X, Sex 1.00 -.22 .11 .16 -.11 .06 .01 -.04 .29 -.04 - .01
. .. \\ \ .
X3 Education - ,1.00 .07 -.07 -.14 .06 .05 .17 .04 .14 .08
X, Degree - 1.00 -.16 =04 .05 -.20 =07 .00 - .02 .10
Field" : o P : :
Xg Job - - 100 .02 .29 .14 .27 .24 .16 .08
. Enjoyment ' _ . L

. - ; 1.00 .04 .17 -.10 -.19 -.09 -.13 .
X . Years Editorial ‘ :
Experience

1.00 34 .36 .17 .26 - .26
X7 Personal

Aggressiveness - .
1.00 .25 .09- .15 .12
X8 Seeks , . _
Promotion = , , . - A
C eeeson ’ 1.00 -.16 34 .26
X, Difficulty S : : ’ .
of Work : . ' . -
' 1.00 -.05 .21

(Ve

X. . Comparative

10 Competence
1.00 .14
X11 Personal o
‘ Standards

. . . 1.00
X, Foliows Ed1tor1a1_ .

12 Formulas

e
-




- Table 3 |
(riterion Variables, Significant Predictor 4ar§ables, Degrees of Freé@om,

ngnifiéaht Individual Contribution and'F Value for Total Equation if Significant

f L

CRITERTON SIGNIFICNT O SIBNIFIOWT F VALLE

VARTABLES ~ PREDICTOR VARTABLES R SQUARE - RSQ CHANGE ~ DF  INDIVIDUAL TOTAL EQUATION
f . ~ CONTRIBUTION ~ IF. SIGNIFICANT
Overall editor.  Personal Standards 1035 .10358 L1822 sig 16,40 00
involvement . Comparative Competence 13137 ~ .02779 2,141 sig 10.66 .0C
| Pers. Aggresiveness 14958 01821 3,140 e 8.20 .00
Education /15910 00052 4139 - - 6,57 .00
Degree Field 16762 00852 5,138 -~ 5,56 .00
- Follows Edit Formla 17533 070 6,131 e 4,85 .00
Seeks Pramotion WA .00 1,136 - 4,18 .00
Yrs, Editorial Exp 17904 00194 8,135 - 3.68 .00
Job Enjoyment - 17993 00089 9,138 - 3.27 .00
Sex 18047 00083 10,13 - S92 .00
‘ .;Age B 1)) 00031 1,12 - 2,64 .00
Editor previews  Pers, Aggressivenoss 03459 .03459 1,142 5ig 5.08 .01
all stories ~ Personal Standards 07572 04113 - 2,141 $ig 577 .01
o Sex S 08617 01045 30 - 4.40 .00
Educations RN V1V ,01295 4,139 - 3.8 .01
legree Field 1087 - L0075 5% -k 34 .00
Difficulty of work . 11910 00824 6,137  --- 3.08 .00
Yrs. Editorial Exp 273 00563 L% - 2.76 .00
Seeks Promotion 12782 00309 8,135 - 2.47 .02
Comparative Competence 17926 00144 9,134 i 2:21 .05
Age S13030 - .00104 10,133 1,99 .05

el il L L L L L L L L L L LI L L PP L Y L DL Y Y Y T T T T Y Y T F T T T T P T e Y )

e

[



/ N | Table 3 - Continued

miimges ot e

LTI STGNIFICANT SIONIFICANT . FVALUE

YARTABLES ~ PREDICTOR VARIABLES, R SQUARE  RSQ CHANGE ~ DF  INDIVIDUAL TOTAL EQUATION,
‘ ' ' | |  CONTRIBUTION IF SIGNIFICANT

Accept/rej . Personal Standards 06260 06260 1,142 sig . 9.48 .00

story Seek Promotion . 09719 03459 2,141 sig 7.5 .00
decisions Degree Field 11289 01530 3,140 a_— 591 .00
<. Difficulty of Work . - 12809 Q1560 4,139 Sig 5,10 .00
Sex R T3h [ 01370 5,138 .- 4.5 .00
Pers. Aggressiveness 14822 00643 6,137 =~ - 3.97 .00
Age 15218 003%6 7,136 -e- 3.49 .00
Conparative Competence 15394 00176 8,135 --- 3.0 .00
Education . 15602 00209 9,134 - 1500
Follows Edit Formula 15638 00035 10,133 mem 246 .00
Yrs. -Editorial Exp 15614 ,00009 11,132 --- 2.0 .02
Edit stories Personal Standards 4723 0023 1,142 $ig 7,03 .00
Comparative Competence  .08374 '  .03651 2,141 $ig 6.44 .00
Sex 11483 03109 3,140 $ig 6.05 .00
Age LA 0109 41390 0 e 4,9 .00
Pers, Aggressiveness  ,13591 01440 5,138 $ig 4,41 .00
- Education 14525 00573 6,137 --- 3.88 .00
Yrs. Editorial Exp 15099 00574 7,136 3.45 .00
Degree Field 15481 00383 8,13 3.09 .00
Follow Edit Formula J5713 .00231 9,134 2.1 .00
Difficulty of Work 15764 00051 10,133 248 .00
- Job Enjoyment ~, 15803 00039 11,132 - 2.25 .00
............................................. ST W
“Write Editorials  Degree Field 04980 04980 1,142 sig 1.44. .00
Follow Edit Formula 08779 03799 2,141 $ig 6,78 .00
Comparative Competence  ,11070 02291 3,140 $iq 5.80 .00
Personal Standards 12089 01919 4,139 sig 518 .00
Seeks Promotion 14609 01620 5,138 5iq 472,00
Fducation 15350 00741 6,137 ¢ - 4.14. .00
Age L1513 00385 7,136 -- 3.62 .00
Job Enjoyment . 16047 00312 8,13 .- 3.22 .00
Difficulty of Work 16375 00328 9,04 . e 2:91 .00
Sex - 16468 ,00093 10,133 i 2.62- .00
Pers. Aggressiveness - 16496 00028 11,132 --- 2,31 .01




Table 3 - Continued

(IERION . SIGNIFICANT

o ' SIGNIFICANT - F VALUE
VARIABLES | PREDICTOR VARIABLES i R SQUARE RSO CHANGE DF  INDIVIDUAL TOTAL EQUATTON
‘ . : | CONTRIBUTION IF SIGNIFICANT
Story Personal Standards 06701 06700 1,142 sig 10.19 .00
™ Placement Pers. Aggressiveness 07489 0079 2,141 - 5.1 .00
| Follow Edit Formula 08558 01060 3,140 - 4,3 .00
Difficulty of Work — .09150 00592 4,139 - 3.49 .00
Degree Field - 09586 00436 5,138 --- 2,92 .02
Age | 09821 00235 6,137 --- 2,08 .02
Comparative Competence 10031 ,00210 1,136 -en 2,16 .05
Writing Personal Standards .03106 03106 1,142 $ig 4,55 .02
- Headlines Comparative Competence  .05282 02175 2,141 §1g 3.93 .05
: Pers, Aggressiveness 06667 01385 3,140 --- 3.33 .05
Follow Edit Fornula 08294 01627 4,139 $ig 3.4 .05
- Yrs, Editorial Exp 10277 L1983 5,138 Sig 316 .00
Education o183l Q1555 6,131 $ig 3.06 .00
Difficulty of Work 12971 Q1146 7,136 . - - 2.89 .00
Degree Field 13551 00574 8,135 2.60 .00
Seeks Promotion 13849 .00298 9,134 2,39 .02
Age 13944 00095 10,133 2,15 .05
Sex .13959 00015 11,132 1.94 .05
Accept/re] Personal Standards 06340 06340 1,142 $ig 9.61 .00
Photos Seeks Promotion 07340 .01000 2,141 - 5.5 .00
Job Enjoyment 07872 00532 3,140 “- 3.8 .00
Degree Field 07998 L0015 4,139 e 3.00 .02
Difficulty of Work - .08113 00116 5,138 e 2,43 .05
¥ 18




- Table 3 - Continued

CRITERION . SIGNIFICANT SIGNIF ICANT FVALUE
VARILES  PREDICTOR VARIARLES R SQUARE  .RSQ CHANGE  DF  TNDIVIDUAL TOTAL EQUATION
| o - CONTRIBUTION ~ IF SIGNIFICANT

Layout/ Personal Standards 04031 04031 1,142 $ig

5.96 .00

Design - Degree Field - 07256 03225 2,141 5ig Rl

Comparative Competence 08392 01136 3,140 - 4,21 .00

Follow Edit Formula 00188 00796 4,139 “e- 3.51 .00

Education 109583 00395 5,138 2,92 .02

Sex 09867 00284 6,137 2.49 .02

Pers. Aggressiveness 10073 00206 7,136 2.17 .06

Cover No Significant e - - - -
Selection/- Predictor Variables
Design
\\

13
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Implications of individual analysis will be discussed in the
conclusion sectioh.,

. It was noted that in some instances the stepwise program entered
one variable that did not add indﬁyidually to the-significance of the
step while sighificance was found'to“be individually ¢contributed by the
next variable. This happenstance wes appareht]y a’ function of the multi-
collinery of the variables: under cons1derat1on

In essence, one may conc]ude'that for this samp]e, the only sig-
nificant factors explaining ed1tor 1nvolvement in ‘the act1v1t1es of

his/her magazine were whether the materials met their personal stahdards

and the comparative competence of the editor to his stc f.

CONCLUSIONS/IMPLICATIONS

Th1s study was designed to determine whether editorial involvement
by magazine ed1tors cou]d be predicted by persona]/profess1ona] charac-
teristics. The most significant pred1ctor by far was whether ed1tor1a1
c‘ntent met the personal standards of-the editor.

Examination of some of the individual editor aotivities ano their
predictors fall just as one might expect. | h | ;

Editors who were most 1ikely to. preview all stories were those who
were.more aggressive and who had hioh perSonel stahﬁards for content.
Apparent]y editors who see themse]ves as being aggress1ve and who demand
high qua11ty work seek t1ght control over the1r publications. _ |

Those ed1tors who become 1nvo]ved in the acceptance or rejection
of story dec1s1ons fee] items must meet the1r personal standards are |
seeking promot1on and dgree that the1r work-is quite d1ff1cu]t Realizing

that promotion is a funct1on'of the quality of the finished product, editors

become persona]]y involved in the ed1tor1a1 process rather than just plain
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magazine management. Because of the agreement that the work is difficult,
they tend to personally review the finished product again according to
their persona] standards

Whether the editor would become persona]ly involved in the editinq

of stories can be explained again by personal standards, but the variab]es o

]

of comparative competence with peers, sex, and personal aggressiveness

are a]so significant contributors Males were more apt to enter into

the editing process than females and the ieeiing of being more competent o

than ones staff were a]so noted.

Those editors who were Tikely to'be involved in writing editorials

were those majoring in journa]ism,.followed'by fo]iowing the editorial

‘formula, seeing themselves more competent than'their staffs, having -high

peréona]ustandards, and seeking promotion{i-Apparentiy, the training one

has obtained in journalism and the use of editorial formulas has a

siqnificant effect on whether one writes editorials or not; as well as

ree]ings of-aggressiveness and competence

Story placement and the involvement in the. acceptance or reJection
of photos are only explained by meeting high personal standards.

Another skilis actiVity, writing headlines, contains variables
similar to those found in the writinq editorials actiVities —Variables
found to be Siqnificant contributors were comoarative competence,‘
education, fo]lowinq editorial formu]as years experience and personal
standards. Un]ike writina editorials which required a journaiistic,~
degree; those invo]ved in writing headlines had more edncation andvmore
years editoria] experience. .Editors seemed tofreépond to requirements
of editorial formu]as and the editor saw himself as being more comoetent

than h1S peers. Again high personal standards was an influence.

s
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Layout and design,valso a skills activity, surprisingly was not
significanf]y predicted by gditoria1 fofmu]a but was a function again
of high pérsona1,standards and whether the individual had majored in
journalism,:Englﬁsh, or other degree fields.

A]thbugh a great portion of variance in editor involvement was
not explained in this study it has i]]uminated some of the factors
influencing the magazine editor and his/her involvement in the publi-
catioh A11 of these variables deserve further scrutiny.

| It should be noted also that- th1s study did not*]ook at the various
subject matter w1th1n pub11gat1ons to see if they, in turn, caused more
involvement or not. Obvidusly,‘the’genera1itie$ found in this Study
need to be examined in the various specialized-magazine c]assifica;jons.
Perceptions of audience tastes or those of adverti%ers were also nof
addrassed direttly although some consideration for that is assumed to
be-in the editorial formu]é of the magazines that use thém.-

Some consideration should also be g{ven'to the staff Siie.of
the magazines under consideration. Although it is generally recogn1zed
that magaz1ne staffs are cons1derab1y smaller than those of newspapers
‘with similar circulations, the smaller the staff, the more apt an
editor may be to pafticipate personally in the magazihe activities.-

| Regardless, thfs study has found thét whether materials meet
the editor's pé}sonal standards and,the}ed{:or's comparative compétence
with staff members are the two mostfsighificant contributors to an ‘

cos ’ editor's involvement in'the'overall activities of his/her magazine.

o
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